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one recension at the same point in the text, and no others. This does
not mean that I think the original contained no other stanzas; it
only means that there is no positive reason for attributing any other
particular stanza to it. Neither can it be said to be certain that all the
stanzas included on this ground were in the original; but I believe that
nearly all of them were. If not, we should have to suppose either (1)
that the same stanza was inserted independently, and accidentally,
at the same point in the text, by different redactors — a hypothesis
which is of course possible, but is not likely to cover many cases; or
(£) that the different recensions in which the particular stanza occurs
come from a common original more recent than the primary work,
and different from it (this may be barely possible as between SB, and
MR, but not, I believe, as between any other versions); or (3) that
the stanza in question was directly borrowed from one recension into
another — which (tho a priori not an unreasonable hypothesis) I
should incline to assume only as a last resort, in view of the fact that
the evidence is overwhelmingly against any such internal interplay
between the versions of this work. There are to be sure a very few
— to be exact, three — cases known to me in which individual manu-
scripts of BR seem to,have borrowed from JR's text. But the best
manuscript of BR has no such borrowings; and nowhere else have I
discovered anything of the sort in any manuscript of any version.1
Peculiarities of the several recensions. — Before rehearsing in detail
the peculiarities of the individual recensions, it is desirable to state
the following facts, which are at once obvious upon a comparison of
the different versions, and are mostly shown by the notes to the Com-
posite Outline.
1. Thruout most of the work the main thread of the narrative is
the same in all versions, altho verbally they are quite independent of
one another.
£. Tho the original order of the different sections of the work is
easily discernible, SR is the only version which has preserved it intact.
JR completely transposes the sections of the frame-story; and both
MR and BR, independently of each other, change the arrangement
of a few of the thirty-two individual stories.
1 I do not, of course, consider the manuscript S here, since it is frankly nothing but
a composite of BR and JR; one can hardly say that it belongs to one recension rather
than to the other. The external addition of the conclusion of JR at the end of C, a ms.
of BR, is also a different sort of thing. Internally, C presents the pure text of BR, witb.
no borrowings from JR. On these two mss., see the descriptions preceding the Critical
Apparatus. For the borrowings from JR in texts of BR, see Vol. £7, pp. £51 ff.

